Abstract. In the United States, much of historic preservation is carried out in a framework of cultural resource management. Cultural resource management is increasingly being conducted as heritage management in the larger context of ecosystem management or ecological stewardship. Cultural resources are an important factor in the human environment, and must be managed in the context of all other biological, social, and geophysical elements in that environment or ecosystem. Good environmental stewardship requires affirmative resource management, including management of our tangible and intangible cultural resources. Many scientists are involved in cultural resource management, either directly or indirectly and either consciously or unconsciously. There is increased public awareness of the value of cultural resources, and their protection involves the knowledgeable and caring collaboration of resource specialists (e.g., anthropologists, archaeologists, architects, archivists, engineers, folklorists, historians), material scientists, decision-making land managers, and the living community with ties to the heritage resources. This in turn involves each participating community and individual (including the scientists) managing the interfaces among themselves. This is done by learning something about (and learning to appreciate) other groups' values and special languages and their operating constraints and opportunities, and about the overall public benefits and costs of cultural resource management decisions.
Introduction
As discussed earlier by Williamson (chapter 1), historic preservation and the science and technology used in that preservation are done in a public context. Who owns the resource, who preserves or manages its use, and the manner of its preservation, use, or destruction, are almost always issues of public interest (Cleere, 1989; Knudson, 1986 Knudson, , 1991a Knudson, , 1995 Messenger, 1989; Shanks and Tilley, 1993) . The most obvious public context in which historic preservation is conducted is most frequently referred to as cultural resource management (CRM; Johnson and Schene, 1987; Knudson, 1986; McGimsey, 1991; Schiffer and Gumerman, 1977) . In the United States, CRM is based in the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) as much as in historic preservation legislation such as the National Historic Preservation Act or the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.
Cultural resources began to be managed in a more explicitly ecological landmanagement framework in the 1990s, as part of ecosystem management (Church, 1997; Knudson, 1998; Knudson and Caldwell, 1995; Knudson and Hamson, 1995; Lipe, 1995; Periman et al., in press; Wood, 1994; Woodley, 1993; cf. Carmen et al., 1995) . In that context, CRM is often referred to as heritage or heritage resource management (Forney and Witt, 1994; cf. Fowler and Boniface, 1993) .
Into the next century, CRM will be more explicitly inter-as well as multidisciplinary, more driven by general concerns about quality of life than about specific preservation issues (cf. Lee, 1992) . Society will require it to do work, to provide information usable in directing social, physical, and natural resource management to meet goals of sustainability. CRM's practitioners will need to pay more attention to the community historically associated with specific cultural resources, and give more consideration to the community affected by the preservation decisions; they will have to be more accountable economically (cf. FASAB, 1996) . In complement, CRM will require technical support systems that are timeand cost-effective as well as provide reliable and valid information, and make more use of heritage resources themselves and their derived information for recreation and tourism and for understanding past human adaptations to environmental change. There will be more attention, worldwide, to management and use, not warehouse preservation. The scientific base of CRM will involve more synthesis and better-founded analyses of the reliability, validity, and meaning of cultural resource data. To do this, better integration of applied, public practice, and the research of academic scientists will be needed (cf. Bonnichsen et al., 1995) . Finally, it will have to be more internationally based, with better communication across legal and cultural boundaries.
DEFINITION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES AND CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
In 1986, I stated (p. 400) that: "Today, in most contexts (generally federal, state, or local environmental planning studies) CRM involves the things and behavior patterns that are important reflections of our traditional culture, the complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, act, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired [by a human] as a member of society. . . ." I went on to list cultural resources as: "1. Terrestrial and marine prehistoric, historic, industrial, and commercial archaeological resources; 2. Formal and vernacular historic buildings or architecture, engineered construction, and cultural landscapes (including scientific and/or technical facilities); and 3. Traditional or cultural "intangible" values, which include language and lifeways." To which I would like now to add: 4. Museum collections (Cantwell et al., 1984; Pearce, 1990) ; and 5. Documentary, oral, and electronic records and imagery (Daniels and Walch, 1984; NARS, 1974; cf. Neumann et al., 1993; DoD, 1994) .
For the most part, cultural resources are things that are place-related; they tie past and present cultural systems to geographic markers as an organizing construct. However, some relate only to broad geographical units, e.g., Lakota traditional cultural significance. More than one cultural system may have ties to the same geographical place, at a single point in time or across time. Also, many cultural
